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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

These remarks are made in response to the Office Action of September 26, 2007 
(Office Action). As this response is filed within the three-month statutory period, no fee 
is believed to be due. However, the Examiner is expressly authorized to charge the any 
fees for maintaining pendency of this Application to Deposit Account No. 50-095 1 . 

In the Office Action, the Drawings were objected to. Claims 7 and 14 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, fl, as failing to meet the written description requirement. 
Claims 1-2, 4-9, 11-19, and 21 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Published Patent Application No. 2002/0169840 to Sheldon, et al. 
(hereinafter Sheldon), and in view Non-Patent Literature "RE: too many "Out of Office 
AutoReply" by Lemson (hereinafter Lemson) and in further view of U.S. Patent No. 
6,393,494 to Dieterman (hereinafter Dieterman). Claims 3 and 10 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sheldon in view of Lemson and Dieterman, 
and in further view on Non-Patent Literature "Managing instant messaging users" by 
Boyce (hereinafter Boyce). 

Objections to the Drawings 

In the Office Action, the Drawings were objected to for two reasons. First, the 
Office Action notes that an instant message is not specifically shown in the drawings. 
Applicant respectfully disagrees. For example, FIG. 1 shows a system for providing 
automated messages. FIG. 1 includes element 130, identified in the drawing as 
"Electronic Message." Applicant submits that this representation covers both electronic 
mail messages (e-mail) and instant messages. Along with the description of FIG. 1 in the 
Breif description of the Drawings, Applicant direct attention to paragraphs [0014] and 
[0015] which specifically identify "electronic messages" or "messages" as including 
instant messages. Therefore, even though instant messages are not specifically illustrated 
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in the Drawings, an electronic message is. Accordingly, because electronic messages, as 
defined in the Specification, can include instant messages as well as e-mail messages, 
Applicant respectfully submits that instant messages are clearly illustrated in the 
Drawings. 

Similarly the Office Action asserted that none of the Drawings show that 
automated replay messages can be sent any address in a personal address book. Applicant 
respectfully disagrees. As shown in FIG. 3, step 320 refers to "compare source of 
electronic message with sources specified in automated reply list". The Specification 
describes this step in paragraph [0035] (emphasis added): 

In step 320, the source can be compared with the sources specified in an 
automated reply list, whether disposed in a communication system server, a 
client, both the server and client, or one or more remote data stores. That is 
the source address and/or domain of the received message can be compared 
with any addresses, domains, or other rules specifying p ortions of source 
addresses or domains contained in an automated reply list . . . 

The rules, as defined in the Specification, can include specifying using addresses from 
particular sources, including a personal address book. For example, FIG. 2 illustrates an 
interface for specifying rules and explicitly shows in element 210 a means for setting a 
rule to include the personal address book in the automated reply list. Therefore, even 
though a personal address book is not specifically illustrated in the Drawings, it is simply 
a subset of the automated reply list explicitly illustrated in the Drawings. Accordingly, 
because automated reply lists, as defined in the Specification, can include personal 
address books and personal address books are specifically referred to in FIG. 2, Applicant 
respectfully submits that the use of personal address books is clearly illustrated in the 
Drawings. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that the Drawings show each and 
every element or feature of the claims and request withdrawal of this objection. 
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Rejections Under 112 

As previously noted, Claims 7 and 14 were rejected as failing to meet the written 
description requirement. Applicant has reviewed the claims and discovered that the 
confusion in the Office Action is a result of a typographical error. In this response, 
Applicant has amended Claims 7 and 14 to specify that the first list, not the message 
source, specifies that automated reply messages can be sent to the addresses in the 
personal address book. Therefore, in view of these Amendments, Applicant respectfully 
requests withdrawal of this rejection. 

Amendments to the Claims 

Although Applicant respectfully disagrees with the rejections in the Office Action, 
Applicant nonetheless has amended the claims in order to expedite prosecution of the 
present application by further emphasizing certain aspects of the claims. Applicant 
respectfully asserts, however, that the claim amendments presented are not intended as, 
and should not be interpreted as, the surrender of any subject matter. Applicant is not 
conceding by these amendments that any previously submitted claims are unpatentable 
over the references of record. Applicant's present claim amendments are submitted only 
for the purpose of facilitating expeditious prosecution of the present Application. 
Accordingly, Applicant respectfully reserves the right to pursue any previously submitted 
claims in one or more continuation and/or divisional patent applications. 

In this response, Applicant has amended the independent claims to emphasize 
certain aspects of the claims. In particular, the independent claims have been amended to 
emphasize that a user can specify rules or conditions under which interception of 
automated reply messages can be disabled. Such an amendment is fully supported 
throughout the Specification. (See, e.g., para. [0023], [0024], [0021].) Claims 7 and 14 

10 



{WP460490;1} 



ApplnNo. 10/680,045 

Amendment dated December 26, 2007 

Reply to Advisory Action dated September 26, 2007 

Docket No. BOC9-2003-0032 (401) 

have also been amended, as previously discussed. No new subject matter has been 
introduced by these amendments. 

Aspects of the Claims 
Prior to discussing the cited references, it may be useful to discuss certain aspects 
of the claims. The claims, as amended, recite systems and methods for managing 
automated replies. For example, a method, as recited in amended Claim 1, can include a 
user and an administrator each defining first and second lists, respectively, of message 
source for which automated replies are allowed. The method can also include the user 
defining a set of rules for at least some message sources in which interception of an 
automated reply by a server can be disabled. In response to receiving a message, the 
method can compare the message source to entries in the first and second lists. In the 
method, an automated reply can be sent if the message source is found on both lists. 
However, if the rules do not specify disabling the server for the particular message 
source, a server can block delivery of the automated reply to the message source if the 
message source is only found on the first list. 

The Claims Define Over the Cited References 
As previously discussed, the independent claims were rejected by being 
unpatentable over the combination of Sheldon, Lemson, and Dieterman. Sheldon 
discloses an e-mail messaging system including automated replies. Lemson discloses an 
e-mail system in which an administrator can block automated replies and allow replies 
only to certain recipients. Dietennan discloses a system and method for managing an 
electronic communication server. However, in view of all teachings of the cited 
references, Applicant respectfully submits that the claims, as amended, define over the 
cited references. 
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In particular, the cited references fail to disclose or suggest disabling interception 
of an automated reply message based on user-defined rules associated with one or more 
message sources. That is, none of the cited references disclose or suggest overriding 
decisions, actions, or settings of the administrator. For example, Lemson discloses how 
an administrator can control automated replies, but provides no description, expressly or 
implicitly, of how a user could override the administrator's actions. Similarly, Boyce 
only discloses how administrators can manage replies in an instant messaging 
environment, but not how a user can override administrator settings. In another example, 
Dieterman discloses controlling how parents or other administrators can control receipt of 
email by children, but provides no description, expressly or implicitly, of how the child 
could override a parent's or an administrator's actions. Sheldon does not even discuss the 
role of an administrator, as acknowledged in the Office Action. 

In contrast, the claims, as amended, explicitly recite the limitation that the 
administrator's decisions can be overridden. In particular, the claims recite the limitation 
that the interception of automated replies by the server can be disabled in response to 
user-defined rules. Accordingly, such a configuration allows the user to override settings 
or decisions of an administrator, and allows the user to control automated replies. 
Consequently, a user can ensure that certain message sources received automated replies. 
For example, the user can ensure that messages from certain persons, domains, or groups 
of persons are responded to using an automated reply, notwithstanding any limits the 
administrator may impose. 

Furthermore, such a limitation would not be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art. As acknowledged by the Office Action and as discussed in the cited references, the 
purpose of administrator control of automated reply messages is to independent control 
and override the actions of the users (See, e.g., Lemson discussing that random 
automated replies should be controlled.) Therefore, allowing the user to override the 
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administrator in this regard would be contrary to this stated goal in the references, 
rendering such a limitation non-obvious and defining over the cited references. 

Accordingly, the cited references, separately or in combination with each other or 
any other reference of record, fail to disclose, suggest, or render obvious each and every 
element of the independent claims, as amended. Applicant therefore respectfully submits 
that the independent claims define over the references of record. Furthermore, as the 
remaining claims each depend from one of the independent claims while reciting 
additional references, Applicant submits that the dependent claims likewise define over 
the references of record. 



Applicant believes that this application is now in full condition for allowance, 
which action is respectfully requested. Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner 
call the undersigned if clarification is needed on any matter within this Amendment, or if 
the Examiner believes a telephone interview would expedite the prosecution of the 
subject application to completion. 



CONCLUSION 



Respectfully submitted, 



AKERMAN SENTERFITT 



Date: December 26. 2007 




Gregory A. Nelson, Registration No. 30,577 
Richard A. Hinson, Registration No. 47,652 
Eduardo Quinones, Registration No. 58,575 
Customer No. 40987 
Post Office Box 3 188 
West Palm Beach, FL 33402-3 188 
Telephone: (561)653-5000 
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